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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including 
the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final 
rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 
37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely 
paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant 
to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1/20/06 has been 
entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 6/21/06, regarding the combination of 
Poznanski and Berger have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. In response to applicant's argument regarding the combination of the 
references, of claim 6, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only 
be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there iis some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
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Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Berger provides, 
C.2. lines 40, 41, determining the most probable alignment, which would be 
an added benefit to Poznanski. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to all the claims (independent 
claims 1, 15, and 27 and thus dependent claims) have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Poznansl<i (US 5,848,385) in view of Berger (US 
6,304,841, which properly incorporates Brown et al, (Brown, US 5,477,451 
by reference). 

As per claims 1,15 and 27, Poznanski teaches a machine 
translation decoding method comprising: 
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receiving as input a text segment in a source language to be 
translated into a target language (C.S.Iines 50-55); 

generating an initial translation as an initial current target language 
translation (C.3.lines 59-61); 

applying one or more modification operators to the current target 
language translation to generate one or more modified target language 
translations (ibid, C.4.lines 1-23); 

determining whether one or more of the modified target language 
translations represents an improved translation in comparison with the 
current target language translation (ibid, C.4.lines 13-15); 

setting a modified target language translation as the current target 
language translation (ibid, C.4. lines 1-23-his Each transformation should 
have the effect of improving the structure..., wherein his first attempt at 
target translation, is the initial translation, and is interpreted as modified 
and current modified target translation in each transformation-C.S.Iines 25- 
40, where the transformation is translation); and 

repeating said applying, said determining and said setting until 
occurrence of a termination condition (ibid). 
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However, Poznanski does not explicitly teach, estimating a probability 
of correctness of the initial translation; estimating a probability of 
correctness of the one or more modified target language translations; 
comparing the estimated probability of correctness of the initial language 
translation with the estimated probability of correctness of the one or more 
modified target language translations; and setting a modified target 
language translation with a higher probability based on the comparison as 
the modified current target language translation. 

However, Berger teaches a probability of correctness of an initial and 
modified target language translation, and comparison thereof (C.2. lines 38- 
41 -inherent to his alignment estimated to be the most probable-, there must 
be an initial translation probability, and a modified translation probability, 
and comparison thereof, C.15.lines 7-C.16.line31-his maximum entropy as 
determining a probability of correctness, the last iteration being the most/or 
maximum probability of being correct, by definition, see maximum entropy 
and gain discussion C.16-C.28-language modeling-claim 30, C.23.line 36, 
40-48-his termination condition, C.28.line 45-his termination condition, the 
Examiner interprets, the modifying, gain and feature improvements to be 
terminated, once the maximum entropy is achieve, or the probability of 
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correction, or correct alignment can not be further bettered). Tlierefore, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to modify Poznanski's alignment with Berger's alignment. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to determine the most 
probable alignment (C. 2. lines 40, 4T-Berger). 

Poznanski and Berger do not explicitly teach setting a modified 
language translation with a higher probabilitv based on the comparison as 
the modified target language translation. However, this step is necessary 
and inherent to Poznanski's improved structure (now containing a method 
of measurement of the improvement by the probabilities associated with 
the improved structure, as explained in the combination of Poznanski and 
Berger set forth above), set as the modified current target language 
translation that is to be output, wherein the improved structure would 
necessarily be the language translation with a higher probably of being 
correct , as the probability has now been associated with the translations. 

As per claims 2 and 18, Poznanski and Berger make obvious teach 
claim 1 , and Poznanski further teaches wherein the text segment 
comprises a clause, a sentence, a paragraph or a treatise (C.4.lines 29- 
31). 
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As per claim 3, Poznanski and Berger make obvious claim 1, and 
Poznanski furtlier teaches wherein generating an initial translation ^ 
comprises generating a gloss (Fig. 7,C.5.lines 33-53). 

As per claim 4, Poznanski and Berger make obvious claim 3, and 
Poznanski further teaches wherein the gloss is a word-for-word gloss or a 
phrase-for-phrase gloss (ibid). 

As per claim 5, Poznanski and Berger make obvious claim 1 , and 
Poznanski further teaches wherein applying one or more modification 
operators comprises changing in the initial current target language 
translation the translation of one or two words (Fig. 7-like-Fig. 15-likes). 

As per claim 8, Poznanski teaches claim 1 , and Poznanski further 
teaches wherein applying one or more modification operators comprises 
modifying an alignment between the source language text segnrient and the 
initial current target language translation by swapping non-overlapping 
target language word segments in the initial current target language 
translation (Fig. 7 items (i)-(vii), and Fig. 15). 

As per claim 9, Poznanski teaches claim 1 , and further teaches 
wherein applying one or more modification operators comprises modifying 
an alignment between the source language text segment and the initial 
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current target language translation by (i) eliminating a target language word 
from the initial current target language translation (Fig. 7-to like, fig. 15) and 
(ii) linking words in the source language text segment (Fig 7-Plaire a). 

As per claims 19, 20, 21, 28, claims 19-21 and 28 set forth 
limitations similar to claims 1 , 3, and 4 and are thus rejected for the same 
reasons and under the same rationale. 

As per claim 25, Poznanski and Berger make obvious claim 15, and 
Poznanski further teaches iteratively modifying the translation comprises 
performing at each iteration one or more modification operations on the 
translation (see claim 1 ). 

As per claims 6 and 7, Poznanski and Berger make obvious claim 1 , 
and Poznanski further teaches wherein applying one or more modification 
operators comprises (i) changing in the current target language translation 
a translation of a word (see claim 5) but lacks concurrently (ii) inserting 
another word at a position that yields an alignment of highest probability 
between the source language text segment and the initial current target 
language translation , the inserted other word having a high probability of 
having a zero-value fertility. 
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However, Berger teaches changing. in the current target language 
translation a translation of a word (Fig. 4 his "superior", Fig. 5 his "greater") 
concurrently (ii) inserting another word at a position that yields an 
alignment of highest probability between the source language text segment 
and the current target language translation (Fig. 5. his "than" as the 
inserted word, C.2.lines 38-41 -his most probable alignment, and Brown, 
Fig. 38, his Ies6-C.31-C33.line 52-his maximum entropy teaches the 
highest probability of alignment), the inserted other word having a 
substantial probability of having a zero-value fertility (Brown Fig. 38 his Ies6 
interpreted as having zero fertility, and inserted in the English to French 
translation, C.64.lines 25-28-his fertility 0), and deleting from the initial 
current target language translation a word having a zero-value fertility, 
(Brown, C.64.lines 45-51 -his "there is nothing about..." is interpreted to be 
the deleted words from the current translation, and his zero-fertility, claim 7. 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Poznanski's alignment with Berger's 
alignment. The motivation for doing so would have been to determine the 
most probable alignment (C.2.lines 40, 41 -Berger). 
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As per claims 11, 12-14, and 29-32, Poznanski and Berger make 
obvious claim 1 . Poznanski does not explicitly teach estimating a 
probability of correctness of the one or more modified target language 
translations comprises calculating a probability of correctness for each of 
the one or more modified target language translations and wherein the 
termination condition comprises a determination that a probability of 
correctness of a modified target language translation is no greater than a 
probability of correctness of the current target language translation, 
wherein the termination condition comprises a completion of a 
predetermined number of iterations, and a lapse of a predetermined 
amount of time 

Berger further teaches wherein the termination condition comprises a 
determination that a probability of correctness of a modified target 
language translation is no greater than a probability of correctness of the 
current target language translation (C.15.lines 7-C.16.line31-his maximum 
entropy as determining a probability of correctness, the last iteration being 
the most/or maximum probability of being correct, by definition, see 
maximum entropy and gain discussion C.16-C.28-language modeling-claim 
30, C.23.line 36, 40-48-his termination condition, C.28.line 45-his 
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termination condition, the Examiner interprets, the modifying, gain and 

^ 

feature improvements to be terminated, once the maximum entropy is 
achieve, or the probability of correction, or correct alignment can not be 
further bettered. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvjous to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Poznanski's termination 
of improving his sequence of translations including modification with a 
termination condition, including those listed above. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to have a stopping point for an algorithm based upon if 
the features improve the likelihood of correctness, (C.23.lines 41-47), time- 
out, or predetermined iterations, otherwise the algorithm could run 
endlessly. 

The Examiner takes official notice that a termination condition can be 
a predetermined number of iterations, and a lapse of a predetermined 
amount of time. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art, to modify the combination of 
Poznanski's and Berger's termination condition, one of the well known 
termination conditions as explained above. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to utilize a well-known termination condition for an 
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iterative process, providing the benefit of stopping an iterative process from 
running endlessly, with by the above set forth well known method. 

As per claims 16, 17, Claims 16 and 17 set forth limitations similar to 
claims 12 and 13 and are thus rejected for the same reasons and under the 
same rationale. 

As per clainfi 22, Poznanski further teaches wherein the approximate 
target language translation comprises a predetermined translation selected 
from among a plurality of predetermined translations (C.3.lines 60-63). 

As per claims 23 and 24, Poznanski lacks explicitly teaching the 
method implements a greedy algorithm, wherein iteratively modifying the 
translation comprises incrementally improving the translation with each 
iteration. 

However, Berger teaches the method implements a greedy algorithm 
and iteratively modifying the translation comprises incrementally improving 
the translation with each iteration (C.23.rmes 58, 59-his greedier 
algorithms, C.24-28-details the algorithms and method, wherein each 
iteration improves the translation, C.15.lines 7-C.16.line31-his maximum 
entropy as determining a probability of correctness, the last iteration being 
the most/or maximum probability of being correct, claim 24, by definition. 
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see maximum entropy and gain discussion C.16-C.28). Tlierefore, at tine 
time of tlie invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in 
the art to modify Poznanski's repetitive algorithm with the greedy algorithm 
of Berger. The motivation for doing so would have been to have a practical 
greedy algorithm (C.23. lines 58, 59), which improves the translation with 
each iteration. 

As per claims 10, 26 and 33, claim 10 sets forth limitations similar to 
claims 5, and 6, and is thus rejected for the same reasons and under the 
same rationale. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

O'Donoghue (US 5,867,81 1 ) teaches estimating a probability of 
correctness of translations and modifying a current translation, 
selecting a higher probability translation the output translation. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Lament M. Spooner whose 
telephone number is 571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on 571/272-7603. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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